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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 02-1956

DWAYNE MAYNARD; TAJUANA MAYNARD,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

VESTPORT | NSURANCE CORPORATI ON,
Def endant & Third Party Plaintiff - Appellee,
and
BRI DGETTE HARRIS-SMTH, SM TH & JEFFERSON,
LLC,

Third Party Defendants.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Deborah K. Chasanow, District Judge. (CA-
01- 232- DKC)

Subm tted: January 23, 2003 Deci ded: February 10, 2003

Bef ore WDENER, KING and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.




Stewart A. Sutton, LAW OFFICE OF STEWART A SUTTON, L.L.C.,
Germant own, Maryl and, for Appellants. Bryan G Schumann, R J.
Snyk, BOLLI NGER, RUBERRY & GARVEY, Chicago, Illinois, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Dwayne and Tajuana Maynard appeal from the district court’s
order denying their notion for summary judgnent, granting West port
| nsurance Corporation’s cross notion for sunmmary judgnent, and
decl aring that Westport is not obligated to indemify their fornmer
counsel, Bridgette Harris-Smth, for a $272,000 default judgnment
entered against her in favor of the Maynards for her |[egal
mal practice in a bankruptcy proceeding.

This Court reviews de novo a district court’s order granting
sumary judgnent and views the facts in the |ight nost favorable to

the nonnoving party. Scheduled Airlines Traffic Ofices, Inc. v.

oj ective, Inc., 180 F.3d 583, 590-91 (4th Cr. 1999). Sunmmary

judgnent is appropriate when no genuine issue of material fact
exi sts and the noving party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of
law. Fed. R CGCv. P. 56(c). W conclude that the district court
properly granted summary judgnment and declaratory relief for the
reason stated in its conprehensive opinion and orders and affirm

for the reasons stated by the district court. See Maynard V.

Westport Ins. Corp., No. CA-01-232-DKC (D. Md. July 3 and Aug. 15,

2002).

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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